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Abstract 
Bullying is a prevalent issue in today's schools, and the importance of bystanders has 
been recognized; however, there are few studies that examine personal characteristics that 
relate to the five bystander behaviors within Latam� and Darley' s  ( 1 970) Bystander 
Intervention Model (notice the event, interpret as an emergency, accept responsibility, 
know what to do, and act). This study examined personal characteristics (i .e., cognitive 
and affective empathy, perceived popularity, and social anxiety) and their relation to each 
of the five steps of the Bystander Intervention Model in Bullying (Nickerson, Aloe, 
Livingston, & Feeley, 20 14), as well as exploring gender as a moderator in those 
relationships. With a sample of 346 middle school students, results showed a negative 
relationship between perceived popularity and noticing bullying events. There was also a 
negative relationship between social anxiety and taking responsibility as well as knowing 
what to do. Finally, results supported a positive relationship between affective empathy 
and interpreting bullying events as an emergency, taking personal responsibility, and 
intervening. Gender interactions were also found in this study. 
Keywords: bystander intervention; bullying; middle school;  bystander effect; anxiety; 
popularity; empathy 
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Introduction 
The purpose of this study was to examine the association among individual 
characteristics (i .e. , popularity, empathy, and social anxiety) that are related to bystander 
behavior (i.e., intervening in bullying situations). Bullying (i.e., repeated, intentional 
harming of another individual by a person that has perceived or real power over a victim; 
Correia & Dalbert, 2008; Smith, Cowie, Olafsson, & Leifooghe, 2002) is a prevalent 
issue in today's schools (Carrera, DePalma, & Lameiras, 201 1 ;  Padgett & Notar, 20 13 ;  
Salmivalli, Lagerspetz, Bjorkqvist, Osterman, & Kaukiainen, 1996). Bullying can be 
physical (e .g., hitting, kicking, spitting), verbal (e .g., name calling, threatening), or 
relational (e.g., exclusion, rumors), but regardless of what it looks like, research has 
demonstrated many detrimental effects for victims and others involved, as well as overall 
school climate (Bannink, Broeren, Van de Looij-Jansen, de Waart, & Raat, 20 14; 
Bauman, Toomey, & Walker, 20 13 ;  Glew, Fan, Katon, Rivara, & Kernic, 2005 ; Hinduja 
& Patchin, 20 10 ;  Sampasa-Kanyinga, Roumeliotis, & Xu, 20 14) .  
Research has shown that bystanders (i.e., individuals who observe bullying but 
are not the bully or victim) are present for over 80% of bullying situations, but intervene 
less than 20% of the time (Nickerson, Mele, & Princiotta, 2008; Padgett & Notar, 20 13). 
There are many possible reasons for this discrepancy, including fear of repercussions 
(e .g., becoming the next victim), lack of knowledge, assuming that someone else will 
intervene, and personal characteristics (e .g., lack of empathy; Darley & Latane, 1 968; 
Padgett & Notar, 20 1 3) .  Darley and Latane ( 1968) first examined bystander behavior 
after a murder occurred while multiple individuals watched without intervening. They 
suggested that we look to others to form our thoughts on how to behave, and that when 
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others do not react, we in tum do not react. This social phenomenon was termed the 
"bystander effect." Further, they suggested that if many bystanders are present, 
individuals may believe someone else is already helping and they need not get involved. 
This classic social psychology theory may also explain why many bystanders do not 
defend in bullying situations. Approximately 1 7-20% of children fall into the category of 
defender (i.e., Crapanzano, Frick, Childs, & Terranova, 20 1 1 ;  Salmivalli et al. ,  1 996). 
These individuals, despite the bystander effect and other factors, still intervene in 
bullying situations. Certain characteristics, such as empathy and perceived popularity, 
might afford these defenders the necessary skills to intervene (Caravita, Di Blasio, & 
Salmivalli, 2009; Nickerson & Mele-Taylor, 2014; Nickerson et al., 2008; Polyhonen, 
Juvonen, & Salmivalli, 20 1 0) .  Latam� and Darley ( 1970) proposed a Bystander 
Intervention Model in which an individual must engage in five sequential steps in order 
to intervene in an emergency. These five steps include : noticing the event, interpreting 
the event as an emergency, taking personal responsibility for the event, knowing what to 
do, and intervening. This study attempts to determine if certain characteristics (i.e., 
empathy, perceived popularity, and social anxiety) enhance or impede an individual' s  use 
of these five bystander behaviors. 
As stated, bullying has a multitude of negative consequences for everyone 
involved, including the school as a whole. While one might assume being a victim has 
many negative outcomes associated with it, it is less intuitive that bullies or children of 
other roles (e.g., defenders, outsiders) also experience negative outcomes. There are 
many psychological and academic consequences of the bullying process. Victims tend to 
have lower achievement, feel unsafe, and feel as if they do not belong in the school 
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(Glew et al., 2005). Later in life, victims are at risk for mental health problems as well as 
domestic violence, and victimization in the workplace (Arseneault, Bowes, & Shakoor, 
20 1 0) .  Being a victim of bullying has been shown to predict depression, psychological 
distress, as well as suicidal ideation, plans, behaviors, and attempts in both middle school 
and high school students (Bannink et al . , 20 14; Bauman et al . , 20 13 ;  Hinduja & Patchin, 
20 10 ;  Sampasa-Kanyinga et al . , 20 14) .  Research has supported, however, that victims 
who have at least one defender have fewer negative effects of bullying (Salmivalli, 
20 1 0) .  Bullies also experience negative consequences of bullying. For example, bullies 
tend to feel unsafe and sad at school, and bully-victims (those that bully in some 
situations, and are victims in others) tend to feel unsafe, like they do not belong, and have 
lower academic achievement (Glew et al . , 2005) .  
Many factors contribute to why an individual becomes an active defender or 
remains a passive bystander. Empathetic responsiveness, perceived popularity, and 
social anxiety are three of these factors . Empathetic responsiveness is positively related 
to defending behavior, or being an active bystander (Pozzoli & Gini, 20 12), as is 
perceived popularity. Empathy has been shown in the literature to be a major contributor 
to defending, or active bystanding (Caravita et al. ,  2009; Correia & Dalbert, 2008; Gini, 
Albiero, Benelli, & Altoe, 2007; Jolliffe & Farrington, 20 1 1 ;  Nickerson et al., 2008; 
Nickerson & Mele-Taylor, 20 14;  PolyhOnen et al., 20 1 0), which makes empathetic 
individuals more likely to engage in the five steps of the bystander intervention model 
(Jenkins & Nickerson, in press) . 
Empathy alone is not enough (Pozzoli & Gini, 2012), it is crucial to look at what 
gives students the extra push needed to take the social risk to defend. Perceived 
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popularity is one of these possible characteristics that has research evidence validating 
the need to explore this concept further. Perceived popularity may give an individual the 
status needed to take a social risk like active bystanding. Bullying is a social risk in that 
it requires an individual to engage in something that might cause negative social 
outcomes, in this case, becoming the next victim (Caravita et al. , 2009; Polyhonen et al. ,  
20 10 ;  Salmivalli et  al. ,  1 996; Salmivalli, 20 1 0) .  
While some characteristics may make individuals more likely to defend and 
engage in the five steps of the bullying intervention model, there are likely other 
characteristics that serve as barriers to this; social anxiety is one of these. Social anxiety 
is characterized by avoidance of social situations, and therefore it would be logical to 
assume that individuals with social anxiety would not take a public stance to defend a 
peer (Siegel, La Greca, & Harrison, 2009) . Because it has been supported that defenders 
can reduce or prevent the poor psychological and academic outcomes associated with 
bullying situations (Flaspohler, Elfstrom, Vanderzee, Sink, & Birchmeier, 2009), it is 
imperative that we investigate what makes an individual more or less likely to intervene 
by engaging in the five steps of the bystander intervention model. 
Literature Review 
9 
Definition of Bullying. Bullying is the repeated, intentional harming of another 
individual physically, psychologically, or socially, by a person that has perceived or real 
power over a victim (Carrera et al., 20 1 1 ; Correia & Dalbert, 2008; Smith et al . , 2002). 
Unfortunately, there is not a consensus on the definition of bullying beyond this broad 
description (Carrera et al. , 20 1 1 ) .  When assessing bullying, it is important to have a clear 
definition to ensure that participants and researchers understand the concept of bullying 
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the same way. This provides consistency to each participant, as well as consistency in 
the literature. For example, younger individuals often have a difficult time separating 
bullying from other interactions, such as fighting (Smith et al., 2002). The word 
"bullying," and associated terms, are often misused and have become commonplace 
when talking about fighting, teasing, and other related issues. It is imperative that 
participants and researchers alike are aligned in their understanding of what is or is not 
bullying. 
1 0  
Several studies have examined whether children and adolescents understand what 
bullying is and how it differs from other terms (e.g., teasing) . For example, Smith and 
his colleagues (2002) conducted a study to assess the understanding of bullying 
definitions and terms across 14 countries and 1 3  languages. Participants included 1 ,245 
individuals (eight year olds n = 604, 14 year olds n = 64 1 ). Twenty-five cartoons were 
created to portray situations which were or were not bullying based on the authors ' 
current definition of bullying. Some of the cartoons depicted accidental behaviors, 
different types of aggression, joking, repetition, power imbalance, and various forms of 
discrimination. In each country, a group of terms were selected based on focus groups 
and spontaneous usage of the bullying-related terms. Then, the cartoons were paired with 
the terms; for example, if the term was "teasing" the individual would go through each 
cartoon and decide if it was or was not an example of teasing; this was repeated for each 
term. Overall, across all countries and languages, the terms fit into six broad categories: 
bullying (general), verbal plus physical bullying, verbal bullying, social exclusion, 
physical aggression, and mainly physical aggression. This study provided evidence that 
14  year olds differentiated bullying related terms more than their eight-year-old 
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counterparts. The eight year olds were able to distinguish between aggressive and 
nonaggressive scenarios, but were not able to divide the aggressive situations into 
different categories (e.g. ,  physical bullying, social exclusion, physical aggression), while 
the 14  year olds were able to do both. This information is important in the measurement 
of bullying, as self-report is often used. If the individuals are younger, they may not fully 
understand or differentiate between terms as well as we assume or expect. Instead, 
questionnaires might be more useful if they asked about specific acts or situations (e.g., 
hitting, teasing, name-calling) rather than asking if he or she has experienced bullying 
(Smith et al., 2002) . 
Two similar studies are presented by Monks and Smith (2006). The first study 
involved four age groups (four to six years old, eight years old, 14  years old, and adults) 
deciding whether or not each of the 1 7  presented cartoons were examples of bullying or 
not. The four to six year olds and eight year olds tended to decide based on whether or 
not they were aggressive acts, while the 14 year olds and adults were able to also 
distinguish between physical and non-physical events . The second study examined the 
definition of bullying provided by 99 children between four and six years of age. More 
than half of the children were able to verbalize some level of understanding and about 
three fourths of them were able to distinguish between bullying and not bullying in a 
cartoon task. These studies further the Smith and colleagues (2002) study which 
suggested questionnaires given to younger children should use specific examples or acts 
(e .g., hitting) rather than asking about bullying as a whole (e.g., have you been bullied?) 
so as not to convolute bullying with other acts of aggression or fighting. Further, these 
studies provide support that children as young as four to six were able to differentiate 
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between aggressive and nonaggressive behaviors, while fourteen year olds and adults 
were able to differentiate these further. Beyond this, more than 75% of four to six year 
olds were able to differentiate between bullying and non-bullying in a cartoon task. 
These results suggest that young children and teenagers may engage in the five bystander 
behaviors differentially depending on their understanding of bullying (Monks & Smith, 
2006) . 
In summary, bullying is the repeated, intentional harming of another individual 
physically, psychologically, or socially, by a person with real or perceived power over 
another individual. Bullying is seen as a social emergency which peers can greatly 
impact the outcome of. Salmivalli and colleagues ( 1996) were the first to discuss the 
roles of bullying apart from the bully and victim. These other roles are crucial to 
understanding bullying, as they are the individuals that support or combat the bullying 
situation (Carrera et al., 201 1 ;  Jenkins & Nickerson, in press; Salmivalli et al . , 1 996; 
Smith et al., 2002) . The next sections describe the main bullying roles. 
Bullying Roles 
Bullying is conceptualized as a group process and social event involving the 
bully, victim, and various active and passive peers such as bystanders, defenders, and 
outsiders (Murphy & Faulkner, 20 1 1 ;  Nickerson & Mele-Taylor, 20 14;  Nickerson et al., 
2008; Salmivalli et al., 1 996). There is ample research on the role of the bully (the 
perpetrator), and the victim (the target of bullying), but less is known about the other 
roles. It is known, however, that there are various factors that may determine what role 
an individual plays in a bullying event. These roles are dynamic, meaning roles can be 
swapped between and within a bullying incident. One aspect that may have a part in this 
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i s  an individual' s  personality traits, gender, o r  age (Tani, Greenman, Schneider, & 
Fregoso, 2003) .  Although these roles can change, there was a moderate, significant level 
of stability over two years for participants in a study by Crapanzano and colleagues 
(20 1 1 ), which suggests some level of role stability. 
Bully. The bully is the perpetrator in a bullying situation. They may bully 
someone physically (punching, spitting, kicking), verbally (derogatory names, 
harassment), or emotionally (spreading rumors, belittling, exclusion). These individuals 
make up about 8% of students (Salmivalli et al . , 1 996) . In a study conducted by Tani and 
colleagues (2003), they found that bullies and their assistants tended to score lower in 
friendliness or agreeableness, which might help to explain the lack of empathy and 
sympathy these individuals display. Further, this is consistent with the findings that 
bullies tend to be preoccupied with their own interests, and often manipulate others. 
Bullies and their assistants also scored higher on extraversion, which might explain why 
many bullies tend to initiate conflicts, and are able to assert themselves in social 
situations. Bullies showed higher levels of moral disengagement, egocentric reasoning, 
and emphasize personal gains. They might also have a harder time taking the perspective 
of other individuals. Further, bullies were at least somewhat aware of the negative 
consequences of their behavior, but personal consequences took priority. That is, the 
bully was aware but less concerned that they were hurting another person, and more 
concerned that they might get in trouble (Menesini, Sanchez, Ponzi, Ortega, Costabile, & 
Lo Feudo, 2003) .  Being a bully is also associated with not only lower academic 
achievement, but lower perception of their academic competence, and this held true even 
when demographic information was controlled for (Ma, Phelps, Lerner & Lerner, 2009) . 
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In a nonacademic context, bullies are more likely to be involved with the law due to 
criminal behavior (Arseneault et al., 20 1 0) .  Further, mental health problems are 
associated with children who bully (Bannink et al., 20 14) .  Being a bully predicts 
depression and suicidal ideation and suicide attempts (Bannink et al., 20 14; Bauman et 
al., 20 1 3 ;  Hinduja & Patchin, 20 1 0) .  Because there are so many negative outcomes 
associated with being involved in a bullying situation, it is necessary that something is 
done to improve this problem. It has been shown that having social support from peers 
and teachers decreases or prevents these negative outcomes (Flaspohler et al. ,  2009), so 
finding out what characteristics make an individual more likely to intervene rather than 
remain a passive bystander is critical. 
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Assistant and Reinforcer. The assistant to  the bully does not lead the bullying or 
start the event, but instead helps the bully in various ways including joining in. The 
reinforcer uses less direct ways of helping the bully, rather than joining in they are likely 
to laugh at the situation or give the bully attention to encourage them to continue. 
Assistants may use more active means such as joining in and physically helping the bully 
(Nickerson & Mele-Taylor, 20 14) .  Assistants make up about 7% of individuals, and 
reinforcers make up about 20% (Salmivalli et al., 1 996). Like bullies, assistants to the 
bully score lower in friendliness or agreeableness, and higher on extraversion. This may 
explain why assistants tend to display a lack of empathy and sympathy in a bullying 
situation (Tani et al . , 2003). 
Victim. The victims, or targets of the bullying, make up about 12% of individuals 
(Salmivalli et al., 1 996). Victims are more psychologically vulnerable to aggression, tend 
to be disadvantaged physically, and are rejected by their peers . These individuals scored 
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lower in agreeableness and conscientiousness, and higher in emotional instability. This 
suggests that victims have lower sympathy from peers (likely because they are rejected), 
and are emotionally unstable and cannot adequately regulate their emotions (Tani et al. ,  
2003) .  It has been demonstrated that victims who have a least one defender have fewer 
negative effects from the bullying episode (Salmivalli, 20 1 0) .  Because of this, it is 
critical that we understand what makes someone more likely to defend, and how to equip 
these individuals to best support their peers . One encouraging finding showed that 
victims tended to be defenders or outsiders as a secondary role, suggesting that victims 
may also be promising targets of bullying interventions (Salmivalli et al., 1996) . A 
disheartening finding suggested that being a victim had a strong impact on their 
performance on achievement assessments, however, social support from friends (e .g., 
defenders) can protect against those negative outcomes (Juvonen, Wang, & Espinoza, 
20 1 1 ; Ma et al., 2009; Rothon, Head, Klineberg, & Standfeld, 20 1 1 ) .  
Outsider. The outsider in a bullying situation remains uninvolved. They either 
ignore the bullying or do not know it is happening (Nickerson & Mele-Taylor, 20 14). 
This is the largest group of individuals in a bullying situation, they make up about 24% of 
students (Salmivalli et al . , 1 996). Outsiders tend to score lower in extraversion, 
agreeableness, and emotional instability, but higher in conscientiousness (Tani et al., 
2003). Researchers hypothesize that outsiders might choose to stay out of the situation 
because of their low extraversion and because they might not understand what the victim 
is feeling or experiencing (Tani et al. ,  2003) .  
Defender. Unlike outsiders, defenders choose to involve themselves in the 
situation and aid the victim, or report the incident to an adult. They may comfort the 
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victim after a bullying incident ends, o r  may step in and try to stop the bully. About 1 7-
20% of all students fall into the category of defender (Crapanzano et al. , 201 1 ;  Salmivalli 
et al. , 1 996). According to Tani et al. ,  these individuals score high in agreeableness, 
which might explain their altruism and high levels of sympathy and empathy; this 
contrasts their bully and assistant counterparts. These individuals score low on emotional 
instability, demonstrating their ability to regulate their emotions, and might mean they are 
less likely to be self-conscious when taking a social risk by defending {Tani et al. ,  2003) .  
Further, defenders are more likely to be female, have low levels of aggression, high 
levels of prosocial behaviors, and high levels of empathy. This role tends to be stable 
over time, and defenders reduce the rate of overall bullying in the classroom, based on a 
sample of fourth through seventh graders (Crapanzano et al. , 201 1 ) .  
Murphy and Faulkner (20 1 1 ) explored the relationship between supportive 
communication, task performance, and bullying roles. It was found that defenders use 
more effective communication (including explanations and directive guidance) in order to 
successfully complete tasks in dyads.  Further, disagreements were met with discussion 
rather than ignoring or arguing. Defenders were less likely to disagree with their partners 
than bullies, and more likely to provide support (Murphy & Faulkner, 20 1 1 ). 
In a study conducted by Suchy, Tomasino, and Jenkins (20 14), different types of 
defending behavior were examined in late elementary school and middle school students. 
The authors based this study on the idea that defending is a social emergency, and the 
idea that many individuals do not intervene in an emergency situation because of the 
bystander effect. Participants included 1 , 574 third to eighth grade students that 
completed the defending scale of the Bully Participant Behavior Questionnaire (BPBQ; 
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Summers & Demaray, 2008). Helping was the most common type of defending. 
Confronting was the next most common, perhaps less than helping because it puts the 
defender at risk of becoming a victim themselves.  The least likely type of defending was 
reporting, which might be because students did not want to be seen as ''tattle tales." 
Bullying consists of many individuals, more than just the bully and the victim. 
These individuals play a large role in the event and have the potential to change the 
outcome. For example, a student can see someone being bullied and choose to ignore it 
(outsider), intervene and hopefully stop the situation from becoming worse, or comfort 
the victim (defender), or they might encourage the bully by laughing, watching 
(reinforcer) or physically joining in (assistant) . The bystanders of bullying play a vital 
role and have the ability to determine the outcome of these situations. The term 
"bystander" collectively refers to any individual not directly involved as a bully or 
victim, but an individual 's  action makes them either an active or passive bystander. 
Defenders are active bystanders who try to intervene, while outsiders are passive 
bystanders that are unaware of bullying or choose to ignore it. 
Bystander Effect 
Bullying can be conceptualized as a social emergency that can be stopped through 
intervention by peers and adults. Even though we know these individuals can stop a 
social emergency from happening, most individuals do not intervene (Padgett & Notar, 
20 13) .  There are various reasons why someone might not intervene, including not 
knowing what to do or fear of potential consequences (Padgett & Notar, 20 13) .  
Oftentimes, it  is thought that someone else is already doing something, or that if others 
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are not intervening, the situation might not demand help; this is referred to as the 
bystander effect. 
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The Bystander Effect is one social psychology theory that attempts to explain why 
individuals do not help in emergency situations. It was proposed by researchers Darley 
& Latam� ( 1 968) after a murder in 1 964 that reportedly occurred on the streets of New 
York while thirty-eight individuals watched from their apartment building windows; it 
was said that no one intervened. This case serves as the genesis of the bystander effect 
which suggests that an individual is less likely to intervene in an emergency situation if 
there are other individuals present. To test this effect, Darley and Latam� ( 1968) designed 
an experiment to assess how likely an individual is to respond and how quickly they do 
so, based on the number of perceived bystanders. Subjects were told they were part of a 
study regarding personal problems in college, and that they would discuss this through an 
intercom system rather than face to face. They were led to believe there were a number 
( 1 ,  2, and 5) of other participants in different rooms throughout the hallway. Partway 
through the study, the "victim" would be on the microphone and begin to have what 
sounded like a seizure. The researchers then timed how long it took for the participant to 
get help or intervene. In the three-person condition, there was also the variable of 
gender: one condition had a female confederate, one had a male confederate, and one had 
a confederate with medical knowledge. In the group that thought they were alone with 
the victim, 85% tried to get help, in the group with four other bystanders, only 3 1  % tried 
to get help. There were no significant differences in the three-person group when the 
confederate was male, female, or medically experienced. Participants who went to get 
help seemed calm; however, at the termination of the study the participants who did not 
CHARACTERISTICS PREDICTING BYSTANDER INTERVENTION 19  
get help seemed nervous or  panicked in the room, a s  i f  they still had not figured out what 
to do. This suggested to the authors that unlike what the media were reporting regarding 
the 1 964 murder, bystanders were not deciding not to help, instead they were still in a 
state of indecision (Darley & Latane, 1 968). 
In a follow-up study, Latane and Darley ( 1968) wanted to see what would happen 
in a similar situation if the participants were able to communicate with one another, and 
knew how the others were reacting to the situation (unlike the murder case in 1964, and 
unlike the seizure study above). In this study, participants were brought to a "waiting 
room" to fill out questionnaires.  Partway through the questionnaire, gas began to enter 
the room from a vent on the wall. Participants were either in the room alone, with two 
confederates who did not react to the gas, or in groups of three participants. In the alone 
condition, participants seemed to notice the gas, return to the questionnaire, then 
investigate the gas, and eventually get help . Similar to the previous study, the individuals 
who reported the emergency seemed calm. Seventy-five percent of individuals in the 
alone condition reported the gas. In the two non-reacting confederates group, only 1 0% 
reported the emergency and the others remained in the room as it filled with gas. When 
three naive participants were put in the room, a participant reported gas in only 38% of 
the groups. There were eight total groups of three naive participants, meaning that a 
participant in only three of the groups made a report. In post-study interviews, the 
participants who did not get help stated that they made this choice because they believed 
the gas was not a danger (e.g., air conditioning vapor, steam). This finding suggests that 
when the individuals saw others not responding, they did not perceive the situation to be 
an emergency. However, when individuals were alone, they were more likely to get help 
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because no one else was present to give social cues. This study provides an important 
explanation as to how individuals can be bystanders to an emergency without responding. 
It may not be that they are unwilling to help or are unafraid, but instead that they do not 
interpret the event as an emergency in which intervention is necessary (Latam! & Darley, 
1968). 
Bullying and the Bystander Intervention Model 
Since the research by Latam! & Darley in the 1 960s and 1970s, the bystander 
effect has been studied in other social settings as well. Recently, the steps of the 
bystander intervention model have been applied to bullying situations (Jenkins & 
Nickerson, in press; Nickerson et al. ,  2008; Nickerson et al. ,  20 14; Padgett & Notar, 
20 13), which can be thought of as a social emergency. Researchers have started to study 
bystanders' actions in relation to bullying situations and most researchers believe that 
bystanders have the potential to play a pivotal role in preventing bullying (Crapanzano et 
al. , 201 1 ;  Padgett & Notar, 20 13) .  Most bystanders report that they find bullying to be 
unpleasant and that they admire those that intervene, but research shows that bystanders 
intervene very rarely (Hawkins, Pepler, & Craig, 200 1) .  Although bystanders are present 
for more than 80% of bullying occurrences, they intervene less than 20% of the time 
(Nickerson et al. , 2008; Padgett & Notar, 201 3) .  
The original Bystander Intervention Model posed by Latam! and Darley ( 1 970) 
includes five sequential steps that a bystander must go through before they step in and 
act. This model demonstrates that a bystander must engage in five sequential steps in 
order for them to take action during an emergency. The first step of this model is 
noticing an event; if an individual does not notice an event, they will not intervene. 
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Events that are unusual, intense, and detailed are the most likely to be noticed (Nickerson 
et al. , 20 14). This is important in schools because bullying is so common, many students 
might not take note of these situations. Other stimuli are also likely to take away from 
the bystanders' noticing of the event, such as slamming lockers, rushing to class, or peers 
talking to them (Nickerson et al. ,  20 14) .  It is not enough to notice the event, however. 
The second step is to interpret the event as an emergency that requires intervention. 
Latam� and Darley ( 1 968) found that bystanders often look to peers or others in the area 
for guidance as to whether or not an event is an emergency or needs intervention. If 
peers are ignoring or encouraging a bullying incident, the bystander might look to them 
and decide that this situation does not need intervention, and in tum they might also 
ignore the situation. Other students' lack of response to the situation cues the individual 
that the event is not an emergency, as peers guide the response to these situations. 
The third step is accepting personal responsibility for intervening. Other 
bystanders being present may have a drastic effect on this step; if an individual sees 
others in the area, they might believe those people are already intervening (e .g. ,  calling 
9 1 1 ,  or offering assistance) and thus they do not need to act. Once they have noticed the 
event, interpreted it as an emergency needing intervention, and accepted responsibility, 
the individual must then know what to do. That is, to intervene effectively in a situation, 
one must know what steps to take. Oftentimes, bystanders report not intervening because 
they simply did not know how to help, or they thought their involvement would make 
matters worse (Darley & Latane, 1968). Lastly, the individual must actually intervene in 
the situation (Darley & Latane, 1 968; Jenkins & Nickerson, in press) . 
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Nickerson and colleagues (20 14) created a survey, the Bystander Intervention in 
Bullying, which assesses each of the five steps of the bystander intervention model. It 
has been used to assess bystander intervention behaviors among middle school (Jenkins 
& Nickerson, in press) and high school (Nickerson et al. ,  2014) students. The measure 
has 1 6  items corresponding with the steps of the Bystander Intervention Model (notice, 
interpret as an emergency, take personal responsibility, know what or how to respond, 
and act) . Respondents rate their level of agreement for each item on a Likert type scale. 
Using confirmatory factor analysis, a model that fit well was found, and 1 5 of 1 6  factor 
loadings were over .6, and the internal consistency coefficients for the subscales were all 
above .75 except for one. Lastly, the five steps are related to one another; the first step 
predicts the second, which predicts the third, and so on. This measure allows for 
assessment of bystander behaviors in a systematic and objective way (Nickerson et al. ,  
20 14) .  Jenkins and Nickerson (in press) found supporting evidence for this measure 
when adapted for use with middle school students. Confirmatory factor analyses 
provided support that the five-factor structure was appropriate; further, each path 
coefficient was significant and positive. Convergent validity was supported by positive 
correlations between defending on the Bullying Participant Behavior Questionnaire 
(BPBQ; Summers & Demaray, 2008) and each step of the Bystander Intervention Model. 
Regression analyses showed that individuals were more likely to notice bullying events if 
they reported high levels of victimization and defending. Past research shows that 
victimized bystanders also experienced higher anxiety (Siegel et al. ,  2009; Storch, Masia­
Wamer, Crisp, & Klein, 2005; Tillfors, Persson, Willen, & Burk, 20 12) and defenders 
may be more aware of bullying which could be why these individuals were more likely to 
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notice. Girls and defenders were more likely to interpret an event as an emergency. 
Taking responsibility to intervene, knowing how to intervene and actually intervening 
were all correlated with higher defending (Jenkins & Nickerson, in press) . 
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Using the bystander intervention model developed by Latam� and Darley ( 1 968), 
Pozzoli and Gini (20 1 2) examined bystander behavior in bullying situations. Pozzoli and 
Gini focused on three of the five bystander intervention steps, interpretation of the event, 
taking responsibility, and knowing what to do, among a sample of 759 children and 995 
adolescents. Findings confirmed that the model distinguished active and passive 
bystanding in bullying for both children and adolescents . This model explained 40% of 
the variance in defending and 28% of the variance in passive bystanding. Further, results 
suggested that girls, and students in grade school were more likely to defend, while boys 
and students in older grades were more likely to remain passive bystanders (Pozzoli & 
Gini, 20 12) .  
Darley and Latam� ( 1 968) found that whether or not an individual intervenes in a 
situation is largely due to the number of bystanders present. The reason for this is a 
concept known as diffusion of responsibility. When someone sees an ambiguous event 
such as smoke in a room, an aggressive interaction, or a medical concern, they must 
decide whether or not it is their job to intervene. When there are many bystanders 
present, each person assumes that someone else should or will help in the situation, which 
pushes the responsibility onto everyone else. Unfortunately, if each bystander has this 
mentality, they all assume help is coming from someone else, and no one acts. This 
diffusion of responsibility is likely a reason that more bystanders do not intervene in 
emergency situations such as bullying (Darley & Latane, 1968; Nickerson et al. , 20 14) .  
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While there are obvious barriers to bystander intervention, there are still certain 
individuals who choose to intervene. In bullying, these individuals are defenders. There 
are some characteristics that may give an indication of why these individuals are 
different, and what drives them to intervene, such as empathy and perceived popularity. 
Moreover, there may also be barriers to bystander intervention, including social anxiety. 
Characteristics 
As previously stated, bystanders are present for most occurrences of bullying, but 
rarely intervene. There are multiple reasons for this disconnect, "fear of getting hurt, fear 
of becoming a new target for the bully, fear of making the situation worse, and simply not 
knowing what to do" (Padgett & Notar, 20 13 ,  p. 34). Beyond this, there seem to be age 
differences with younger individuals being more likely to defend (Padgett & Notar, 
20 1 3) .  
There are many factors that help to explain why an individual remains a passive 
bystander or becomes an active defender. Empathetic responsiveness is positively 
correlated with defending, but is also positively associated with passive bystanding. 
Thus, it likely takes more than just empathy to stand up for a victim (Pozzoli & Gini, 
20 12) .  Perceived popularity may give an individual the social status needed to take a 
social risk like defending. If an individual is perceived as popular, they will be less likely 
to fear the negative consequences of being an active bystander (e .g., becoming a victim). 
Social anxiety may also play a role in whether a bystander chooses to defend. Individuals 
who have social anxiety tend to avoid social situations altogether, making it very unlikely 
that they would choose to take such a public stance to defend a peer. These 
CHARACTERISTICS PREDICTING BYSTANDER INTERVENTION 
characteristics may interact to explain why a bystander chooses to defend in or ignore a 
bullying situation. 
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Empathy. Empathy is a large predictor of defending, or active bystanding 
behaviors in bullying situations, as demonstrated by numerous studies (Caravita et al. , 
2009; Correia & Dalbert, 2008; Gini et al. , 2007; Jolliffe & Farrington, 20 1 1 ;  Nickerson 
et al. , 2008; Nickerson & Mele-Taylor, 20 14; Polyhonen et al. ,  20 1 0) .  Empathy can be 
measured in two distinct parts : affective empathy and cognitive empathy, and includes 
the response to another individual 's  distress. Cognitive empathy is the ability to 
recognize emotions of another individual, or being able to take their perspective. It is 
knowing how or why other people feel the way they do. Cognitive empathy increases 
with age, when a child is more aware of others ' feelings. Before school age, individuals 
are unable to take perspectives other than their own, therefore, they are purely affective 
with little ability to display cognitive empathy. Cognitive empathy, however, is not 
enough. Being able to recognize another individual' s  emotions is important, but will not 
in itself allow someone to empathize with another individual (Gini et al. , 2007) . 
Affective empathy involves empathetic concern and sharing another individual' s  feelings 
or emotions. Individuals with high affective empathy might feel sadness when they see a 
peer being picked on, or if they see someone crying. Rather than just knowing that 
someone is crying because they are sad, these individuals actually experience the emotion 
of sadness (Caravita et al. ,  2009; Mufioz, Qualter, & Padgett, 20 1 1 ; Nickerson et al. , 
2008). In other words, empathy is the ability to view someone else ' s  perspective, or to 
experience another person' s  feelings vicariously. 
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There appear to be sex differences in the expression of empathy. Girls tend to 
show more empathy than boys do. However, the sexes do not differ if empathetic 
responses are measured physiologically or by peer-assessment rather than self­
assessment. This suggests that perhaps boys are just as empathetic as girls, but girls are 
more likely to perceive their feelings and emotional responses as empathy (Caravita et 
al. ,  2009). Both genders, however, report that they feel more empathic concern for girls 
in distress than they do for boys (Nickerson et al. ,  2008). In girls, empathy tends to be 
stable and perspective-taking increases during adolescence. In boys, however, empathy 
and perspective-taking both decrease during adolescence, and then increase after that. 
Unfortunately, bullying is at its peak when boys have a drop in empathy (Caravita et al. , 
2009) . The Empathetic Responsiveness Questionnaire was used in a study conducted by 
Nickerson and Mele-Taylor (20 14), and it was revealed that more empathetic students 
tended to defend more often, while less empathetic students were more likely to be a 
bully or an outsider (Nickerson & Mele-Taylor, 20 14; Nickerson et al. ,  2008). 
Polyhonen and colleagues studied both types of empathy in their 20 1 0  study to 
determine if either or both were correlated with defending. The How I Feel in Different 
Situations questionnaire was used as a measure and asked about the ability to understand 
other peoples' feelings (cognitive empathy) and their ability to share those feelings 
(affective empathy) . The researchers found that defending was correlated with affective 
empathy, but not cognitive empathy. This means that it is not enough to understand 
peoples' emotions, but sharing those feelings is what is related to defending. Moreover, 
Gini and colleagues (2007) found that some bullies are actually quite adept in cognitive 
empathy and can understand the emotional states of others. However, rather than using 
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this to share their emotions, bullies tend to use this knowledge to manipulate their 
victims. For example, they might play to an individual' s  emotions in order to get what 
they want (Gini et al., 2007). 
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Gini and colleagues (2007) conducted a study to determine if empathy predicts 
defending and bullying behaviors . In a sample of 3 1 8  adolescents, they found that low 
levels of empathetic responsiveness was significantly correlated with bullying behaviors 
in boys. Findings also suggested that prosocial behaviors in defenders was highly 
correlated with high levels of empathy. That is, not only do defenders have high levels of 
cognitive empathy or perspective-taking, they also have high levels of empathic 
responsiveness. Prior research had suggested that empathy guides defending in girls but 
not boys, however, this study showed otherwise. Prosocial boys and girls were 
characterized by the same high empathy (Gini et al., 2007). 
Empathetic responsiveness is strongly related to active bystanding and helping 
behaviors which might be a useful target in anti-bullying programs (Correia & Dalbert, 
2008; Nickerson & Mele-Taylor, 20 14) .  Social functioning and prosocial behaviors (e.g. ,  
defending) are related to empathy, especially in early adolescence (Gini et al . ,  2007; 
Nickerson et al. ,  2008) . Further, dispositional empathy influences whether an individual 
might help someone in need. Altruism, or helping others due to intrinsic motivation and 
high morality, has been hypothesized to be driven by empathy. Because cognitive 
empathy is not a significant predictor of defending behaviors, taking into account the 
importance of affective empathy when creating anti-bullying programs is important 
(Caravita et al . ,  2009; Gini et al., 2007; Jolliffe & Farrington, 20 1 1 ) .  
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Perceived Popularity. Perceived popularity is how popular peers believe an 
individual is or how popular an individual perceives him or herself to be, and is often 
measured by student nominations for most and least popular peers . It incorporates the 
individual's prestige, visibility, social dominance, how cool they are, as well as how 
much their peers want to be like them (Rodkin & Berger, 2008). This is a separate 
concept from social preference, which is a measure of how liked an individual is. 
Interestingly, bullies often show high levels of perceived popularity, despite their low 
social acceptance and likability (Andreou, 2006; de Bruyn, Cillessen, & Wissink, 20 1 0) .  
Perceived popularity has been shown to predict defending in  bullying situations, and is 
correlated with the defender role (PolyhOnen et al. ,  2010 ;  Salmivalli et al. ,  1 996). For 
example, Polyhonen and colleagues (20 1 0) studied the role of social status and perceived 
popularity using peer report. Students nominated their most and least popular peers, and 
most and least liked peers . The researchers found that perceived popularity was 
correlated with defending, as well as moderating the effects of self-efficacy and affective 
empathy. The researchers hypothesized that social power played a large role in 
defending a victim, based on the finding that empathetic individuals were only likely to 
defend if they were perceived as popular. This reveals that targeting popular students for 
defense training or anti-bullying interventions can be critical, as they are the group with 
the social power to defend in a bullying situation (Polyhonen et al. ,  20 1 0) .  
Students with high levels of empathy do not always intervene in bullying, but 
perceived popularity might moderate this. That is, active bystanding requires a social 
risk, especially in classrooms where bullying is the norm and is accepted. By standing up 
for the victim, defenders are putting themselves in a position to become ridiculed or to be 
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the next victim. Having high social standing, or being perceived as popular, might give 
an individual the status and ground they need to put themselves in this risky situation. 
While high empathy might motivate an individual to want to help, perceived popularity 
guards the individual against negative social reactions and allows him or her to act 
(Caravita et al. ,  2009). 
Social Anxiety. Social anxiety is one of the most prevalent mental health 
disorders in Western culture, and it encompasses social fears, avoidance, and distress 
from experiencing or anticipating a social interaction (Greco & Morris, 2005) .  
Individuals experiencing social anxiety often have a fear of negative evaluations, avoid 
social situations and situations which include performance demands (sports, speeches), 
experience nervousness when meeting new people, and worry about what others are 
thinking (Greco & Morris, 2005 ; Storch et al. , 2005). These individuals also have a 
tendency to perceive ambiguous social stimuli as negative or threatening, and display 
physiological arousal. This is different from general anxiety, because it is specific to 
social situations. While social anxiety is a different construct than general anxiety, there 
is significant overlap. Both social anxiety and anxiety at the general level share 
symptomology including excessive worry or fear, difficulty controlling worry, it impairs 
functioning in social, academic, or other domains, and they can have a similar 
presentation of anxiety symptoms (American Psychiatric Association [AP A], 20 13) .  The 
reason social anxiety was chosen for this study, rather than general anxiety, was because 
it directly links to social situations, such as a bullying situation (Greco & Morris, 2005; 
Storch et al. , 2005). 
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In  childhood, social situations involving classmates are common distressing 
events. Everyday activities such as eating in the cafeteria, going to after-school activities, 
participating in a sport or club, and conversing with friends can elicit social anxiety. 
Because these children lack practice in social interactions, they tend to engage in 
awkward behavior, such as averting eye contact, that may make peers react negatively, 
and in turn limit future social interactions (Greco & Morris, 2005) .  In addition to lacking 
practice, individuals with social anxiety could be hypervigilant to negative cues, which 
might lead to negative peer interactions. That is, even if there is an ambiguous stimulus 
from a peer or the environment, such as laughing at a joke, the individual with social 
anxiety may interpret the cue as negative, and react in that way, such as believing the 
peer was making fun of them or laughing at them (Schmidt, Richey, & Buckner., 2009; 
Voncken, Dijk, de Jong, & Roelofs, 20 1 0) .  There is also a correlation between social 
anxiety and social rejection that should be addressed. That is, individuals who have 
social anxiety tend to be more rejected by their peers, which can also explain why social 
interactions are difficult, and sparser when an individual has social anxiety (Gazelle & 
Druhen, 2009; Voncken, Alden, Bagels, & Roelofs, 2008). 
Adolescents begin to rely more on peer relationships rather than family 
relationships as they enter high school, and value peers' opinions of them more. This may 
lead to vulnerability and anxiety. Further, maladaptive friendships, which may serve as 
adolescents ' primary support system, could lead to poor emotional functioning, including 
social anxiety (Siegel et al. ,  2009; Tillfors et al. ,  20 12) .  Unfortunately, adolescence 
parallels an increase in relational aggression that some individuals use as a means to 
display social dominance (Storch et al. ,  2005). It has also been demonstrated that with 
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age, active bystanding decreases. This begs the question, do adolescents experience more 
social anxiety, and in tum choose not to defend against aggressive behaviors? 
While little research exists on the association between defenders and social 
anxiety, there is ample research to support the link between victims and social anxiety 
(Siegel et al. ,  2009; Storch et al. , 2005 ;  Tillfors, et al. ,  20 1 2) .  One reason for this is that 
social anxiety is related to both social withdrawal and behavioral inhibition, which may 
lead to difficulties forming positive friendships. Individuals experiencing social anxiety 
already have difficulties forming friendships with peers which is of critical importance, 
therefore, it would not be surprising if these individuals chose not to take the social risk 
of defending a victim (Siegel et al. , 2009) . 
Age and Gender. Younger individuals show significantly more confronting in 
defending behaviors than do older children (Suchy et al. , 20 14) .  In particular, fifth 
graders report that they confront more often than sixth graders, and help more often than 
seventh and eighth graders. Further, elementary school students report bullying more 
often than middle school students. Third and fourth graders, overall, report to defend 
more often than sixth, seventh, and eighth graders. Suchy and colleagues (20 14) suggest 
that perhaps this is because adolescents do not want to engage in defending because it is 
socially risky, however, it could be because of the bystander effect. Overall, individuals 
in younger grades tend to show more defending behaviors than those in more advanced 
grades (Pozzoli & Gini, 20 12) .  Girls tend to show more defending behaviors, and are 
thought to have more empathy (Pozzoli & Gini, 20 12);  however, it has been found that 
both boys and girls have similar empathy, but girls tend to perceive their feelings as 
empathy more often than boys (Nickerson et al. , 2008). Empathy guides defending in 
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both boys and girls (Gini et al. ,  2007), however, while empathy is stable in girls, it 
decreases in adolescence in boys, which could help explain the lower rate of defending 
behaviors seen in boys (Nickerson et al., 2008). 
Current Study 
32 
The bystander intervention model was established and outlined five sequential 
steps that an individual must engage in to intervene in an emergency rather than remain a 
passive bystander (Latane & Darley, 1 970). These five steps are: noticing the event, 
interpreting it as an emergency, taking personal responsibility to help, knowing what to 
do, and intervening. Researchers have suggested that different bullying roles are 
associated with the different steps (e.g. ,  defenders are more likely to engage in all five 
steps of the model, and victims are more likely to notice and interpret the event as an 
emergency; Jenkins & Nickerson, in press). While researchers have begun to look at the 
correlation of bullying roles and the steps of the bystander intervention model, it has yet 
to be applied to individuals. 
Research demonstrates a correlation between empathy and defending (Caravita et 
al., 2009; Correia & Dalbert, 2008; Gini et al., 2007; Jolliffe & Farrington, 20 1 1 ; 
Nickerson et al. , 2008; Nickerson & Mele-Taylor, 20 14; PolyhOnen et al. ,  20 10), and, as 
previously stated, defending is associated with the five steps of the bystander intervention 
model (Jenkins & Nickerson, in press) . However, it is unknown whether empathy itself 
is a predictor of these bystander intervention steps. Perceived popularity also seems to 
provide an individual the social status needed to defend (Caravita et al . , 2009, Polyhonen 
et al. ,  20 10 ;  Salmivalli et al. ,  1 996; Salmivalli, 20 1 0), but again it has yet to be 
investigated whether or not perceived popularity is in itself a predictor of the five steps of 
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bystander intervention. Social anxiety is characterized by avoidance of social situations, 
which would lead one to believe children who are socially anxious would be less likely to 
intervene; individuals with social anxiety are also at risk of being a victim (Siegel et al., 
2009), and victims have been shown to notice events and interpret them as an emergency 
more often (Jenkins & Nickerson, in press) . However, research has not explored whether 
social anxiety is related to bystander intervention. While there is ample research on 
victims and bullies, there is less information available about defenders and their unique 
characteristics. The main goal of this study was to determine if there were certain 
characteristics that enable or inhibit an individual from engaging in the five steps of the 
bystander intervention model in bullying. 
In order to attain the goal of this study, two main research questions were posed. 
The first research question was : do certain characteristics predict an individual' s  use of 
the five bystander behaviors in the bystander intervention model in bullying? It was 
predicted that individuals with higher affective empathy would be more likely to take 
responsibility and intervene (Caravita et al., 2009; Gini et al., 2007; Jolliffe & Farrington, 
20 1 1 ; Nickerson & Mele-Taylor, 20 14; Nickerson et al., 2008; Polyhonen et al., 201 0). It 
was also predicted that those with higher perceived popularity would intervene at a 
higher rate (Caravita et al. ,  2009; Polyhonen et al., 20 1 0) .  Individuals perceived as 
popular may possess greater social power that may give them confidence to intervene or 
thwart against retaliation. Further, it was predicted that high social anxiety would be 
related to higher noticing and interpreting as an emergency, but lower responsibility and 
intervention. The latter prediction had not been studied in the literature; however, the 
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prediction was based on the finding that individuals with social anxiety tend to perceive 
ambiguous stimuli as threatening (Greco & Morris, 2005 ; Storch et al. ,  2005) .  
The second research question was: does gender moderate the association between 
empathy and engagement in each step of the bystander intervention model in bullying? It 
was hypothesized that gender would moderate the association between personal 
characteristics and the bystander behaviors . In particular, it was hypothesized that gender 
would moderate the relationship between personal characteristics and bystander 
behaviors for boys more than girls, because personal characteristics have been shown to 
play a bigger role in defending for boys than they do for girls (Crapanzano et al. ,  201 1 ;  
Zimmer-Gembeck, Geiger, & Crick, 2005). 
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Method 
Participants. 
There were 346 students in sixth (33 .5%) seventh (34.4%) and eighth grade 
(32 . 1%) that participated in the study. The sample included 1 79 girls (5 1 . 7%) and 1 67 
boys (48 .3%). The demographics of the school were 9 1 . 1% White, 4 .7% multi-racial, 3% 
Hispanic American, and 1 .2% African American. In the school, 47.8% of the students 
qualified for free or reduced lunch. The socio-economic and ethnic makeup of the school 
was representative of the community in which the school is located; the community is a 
rural community with the population being 85% White and 20% of residents living below 
the poverty line according to 20 1 0  census data (Retrieved from United States Census 
Bureau http ://www .census.gov/quickfacts/table/PST0452 1 5/ 1 764707) . 
Procedures 
Data were collected as part of a social and emotional functioning evaluation of the 
entire student body at a middle school. The school participated in the evaluation in order 
to use the information to create a multi-tiered system of social-emotional support for all 
students, which would include bullying prevention and intervention programs. When 
parents registered their student for school, they signed consent or opted out of social, 
emotional, behavioral, or academic screening; no parents opted out. Parents had another 
chance to opt out of assessment one week prior to the evaluation, when a letter was sent 
home explaining that the evaluation would be taking place the following week; one 
parent opted out. The students completed the surveys on laptop computers during their 
physical education classes. The surveys were administered using Qualtrics, a web-based 
survey program. Identification numbers were given to each student and used for the 
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purpose of the study, and no identifying information was provided by the student. In 
addition, students were not required to answer any questions they did not feel 
comfortable responding to, could discontinue at any time, and they were told that their 
responses would not be shared with any peers, teachers, or family members. 
Measures 
Engagement in the Five Bystander Behaviors. For engagement in the five 
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steps of the bystander intervention model, the Bystander Intervention in Bullying 
measure (Nickerson et al. , 20 14) adapted for use with bullying in middle school students 
(Jenkins & Nickerson, in press) was used (see Appendix A). This is a 1 6-item measure in 
which respondents answer on a 5-point Likert scale ( 1  = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly 
agree) . Items in the measure were designed to be associated with one of the five 
bystander behaviors (notice the event, interpret as an emergency, accept responsibility, 
know how to help, intervene). An example item for Notice the Event is "Bullying is a 
problem at my school," Interpreting as an Emergency is "It is evident to me that someone 
who is being bullied needs help," Accept Responsibility is "I feel personally responsible 
to intervene and assist in resolving bullying incidents," Know How to Help is "I know 
what to say to get someone to stop bullying someone else," and Intervening is "I would 
tell my friend to stop using put-downs when talking about someone else" (Nickerson et 
al. , 20 14) .  
Using a sample of 562 ninth through twelfth graders, Nickerson and colleagues 
(20 14) conducted analyses using confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) and structural 
equation modeling (SEM). Using CFA to compare a common factor model against a five 
factor model, the common factor model did not fit the data, but the five factor model did 
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so adequately (RMSE = 0 .05 ,  90% CJ [0.04, 0 .06], CFI = 0.96, GFI = 0 .95 ,  NFI = 0.94) . 
The chi-square difference test showed that the five factor model fit the data significantly 
better than the common factor model (X2n = 890.55 ,  df = 1 0, p  < 0 .00 1 ). Of the 1 6  items 
on this measure, 1 5  of them had factor loadings greater than 0.6.  Internal consistency 
coefficients were all above . 7 5 for the subscales, and the five steps seemed to be 
positively related to one another. All of the direct paths from one step to another were 
statistically significant which indicated that all of the steps were influenced by the 
previous step. This is consistent with the theory of the Bystander Effect and Bystander 
Intervention Model it was created from. Lastly, the authors demonstrated adequate 
construct validity of this measure by examining relationships between the subscales, 
empathy, attitudes, and knowledge of bullying, which are all shown to be correlated with 
defending (Nickerson et al., 20 14) .  
Jenkins and Nickerson (in press) adapted this measure for use with middle school 
students. Items were re-worded to focus on bullying only (not sexual harassment) and 
the one reverse-coded item was revised to eliminate the need for reverse-coding. Using a 
sample of 299 middle school students, the authors conducted a variety of analyses. CFA 
confirmed that the five factor structure was appropriate <I= 1 73 .56, p < .00 1 ,  relative i 
= 1 .846, CFI = .969, RMSEA = .053, (CI .4 1 ,  .066), and Parsimonious Normed Fit Index 
(PNFI; .647)). Replicating Nickerson and colleagues' (20 14) results, all path coefficients 
were positive and significant. Internal consistency coefficients were high, ranging from 
.77 to .87 .  Further, positive correlations between defending and each of the five 
bystander behaviors provided evidence of convergent validity (Jenkins & Nickerson, in 
press) . 
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Empathy. For the measurement of empathy, the How I Feel in Different 
Situations Scale (HIFDS; Bonino, Lo Coco, & Tani, 1998; Feshbach et al. ,  1 99 1 )  was 
used (see Appendix B). The HIFDS scale is a 12-item self-report measure of empathy, 
consisting of a 5-item cognitive empathy subscale and a 7-item affective empathy 
subscale. This means that the measure is assessing both aspects of empathy: 
understanding how people feel and sharing their feelings. The items are rated on a 4-
point Likert scale ranging from never true to always true. An example of an item 
measuring cognitive empathy is "I can sense how my friends feel from the way they 
behave," and an affective empathy item is "I feel sad when something bad happens to a 
character in a story" (Baldner & McGinley, 20 14) .  
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Internal consistency alpha coefficients were . 7 1  for cognitive empathy and .80 for 
affective empathy (PoyhOnen et al. , 20 1 0) .  Concurrent validity was supported in that the 
affective subscales of the HIFDS, Basic Empathy Scale (BES; Jolliffe & Farrington, 
2006), and Interpersonal Reactivity Index (IRI; Davis, 1980) were all intercorrelated (rs = 
.5 1 - .64), and the cognitive subscales were as well, to a lesser degree (rs = .3 1 -.49) 
(Baldner & McGinley, 20 14). Confirmatory factor analysis was performed using the 
Mplus software (Mplus 3 .0; Muthen & Muthen 1998-2004) for structural equation 
modeling. One item in the affective factor seemed to measure cognitive empathy because 
it had a high loading on that factor, and was therefore removed. After removing this, the 
two-factor structure proposed for the HIFDS was confirmed and fit the data better than 
the one factor model (x2( 42) = 57  .33,  p = .06; CF/ (comparative fit index) = .97; TL/ 
(Tucker and Lewis index) = .97; RMSEA (root mean square error of approximation) = 
.03 ;  SRMR (standardized root mean square residual) = .03); (Caravita et al. ,  2008). 
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Further, affective item loadings ranged from .40 to .71 ,  and cognitive items ranged from 
.37 to . 55  (Caravita et al. , 2008). 
Perceived Popularity. Perceived popularity was measured by the Popularity 
subscale of the self-report questionnaire The Piers-Harris Children' s  Self-Concept Scale, 
Second Edition (Piers-Harris 2; Piers & Herzberg, 2002); (see Appendix C). The Piers­
Harris 2 is a 1 0- 1 5 -minute questionnaire consisting of 60 yes/no items to assess self­
concept. It was designed to be used for children between the ages of 7 and 1 8  years old, 
in a research, educational, or clinical settings. Further, it can be used in an individual or 
group format for screening purposes. This assessment provides a general measure of 
self-concept, as well as six domain measures. For the purpose of this study, only the 12-
item Popularity (POP) subscale was assessed. This scale measures social functioning, 
including how popular an individual perceives themselves to be, their ability to make 
friends, and inclusion in activities. Paraphrased example items include "classmates make 
fun of me" and "I am popular with girls" (Holder & Coleman, 2009) . The raw score for 
this domain is transformed to a T-score and is interpreted in the following way: T-score 
of :::; 29 is very low, 30-39 is low, 40-44 is low average, 45 to 55 is average, and 2".: 56 is 
above average. 
The standardization sample included 1 ,387 children age 7 to 1 8  years old. The 
sample was representative of the United States population in 200 1 ,  when it was 
standardized, with the exception of the slight under representation of the Hispanic/Latino 
population. The Piers-Harris 2 has demonstrated adequate reliability; the internal 
consistency of the total scale was .9 1 ,  and for the POP domain it was .74. 
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Social Anxiety. Social anxiety was measured using the Social Anxiety Scale for 
Children and Adolescents (NC Neuropsychiatry, 20 16); (see Appendix D). This is a 20-
item measure rated on a 4-point Likert-type scale (0 = Not a Problem, 1 = Mild, 2 = 
Moderate, 3 = Severe) . Sample items include "saying "no" to other people when they ask 
me to do something" and "going into a class or another room when other people are 
already seated." Reliability statistics were analyzed using data from this study, and the 
measure had internal consistency of .93 . Validity was also measure in comparison to the 
Behavior and Emotional Screening System - Student Form (BESS Student Form; 
Kamphaus & Reynolds, 2007), and the correlation was .36, suggesting adequate validity. 
Global Behavioral and Emotional Functioning. To determine correlations 
between the Social Anxiety Scale for Children and Adolescents and similar measures, the 
Behavior and Emotional Screening System - Student Form (BESS Student Form; 
Kamphaus & Reynolds, 2007) was used (see Appendix E). This is a 30-item screening 
measure rated on a 4-point Likert-type scale (l = Never, 2 = Sometimes, 3 = Often, 4 = 
Almost Always), possible scores range from 30- 120 .  Sample items include "I worry but I 
don't know why" and "I want to do better but I can't." This scale is appropriate for use 
with children and adolescents grades 3 - 12  (Dowdy, Twyford, Chin, DiStefano, 
Kamphaus & Mays, 20 1 1 ; Harrell-Williams, Raines, Kamphaus, & Dever, 20 1 5 ; 
Kamphaus & Reynolds, 2007). 
According to the manual (Kamphaus & Reynolds, 2007), the BESS Student Form 
has adequate split-half reliability (.90-.93) and test-retest stability (.80). Further, it has 
produced moderate correlations with other measures of similar difficulties, giving credit 
to the validity of the BESS. Further, the BESS Student Form has moderate sensitivity 
CHARACTERISTICS PREDICTING BYSTANDER INTERVENTION 
( .59) and high specificity (.95), as well as moderate positive predictive value (.68) and 
high negative predictive value ( .92); (Dowdy et al. ,  20 1 1  ) .  
Data Analysis 
4 1  
To answer the first research question (do certain characteristics predict an 
individual 's  use of the five bystander behaviors in the bystander intervention model . in 
bullying?), five regression models were tested with the outcome variable being each step 
of the bystander intervention model (notice, interpret as an emergency, take 
responsibility, know what to do, intervene) . The predictor variables were cognitive and 
affective empathy, perceived popularity, and social anxiety. The predictor variables were 
run as a group, rather than individually, to control for common variance among these 
predictors. To incorporate gender, a centered interaction term was created by multiplying 
the centered variable and gender together. Then, a hierarchical multiple regression was 
conducted including the centered variable and gender in the first step, and the interaction 
term in the second step. 
To answer the second research question of whether gender served as a moderator, 
or buffer, in the relationship between personal characteristics and engagement in each 
step of the bystander intervention model, the set of five regressions previously run from 
the first step were examined for gender interactions in each of the significant regressions . 
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Results 
Preliminary Analyses 
Preliminary analyses were conducted to determine the correlations between each 
of the measures used in the current study, as well as the means and standard deviations. 
These are represented in Table 1 .  
Table 1 .  Descriptive statistics by gender. 
Girls Boys 
2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 I O  M (SD) M (SD) 
1 .  Notice .30* * *  .28* * *  .24* * *  .23 * *  . 3 7 * * *  . 1 7* .07 .06 .05 1 0.89 1 0.6 1 
(2.82) (3.26) 
2. Interpret .30* * *  - .47* * * .39* * * .55* * * .02 -.03 . 1 3  . 1 3  . 1 2  1 3 .47 1 2 . 8 7  
( 1 . 86) (2 .3 8) 
3. Accept .33 * * *  .63 * * *  - .67* * *  .60* * *  .07 -. 1 3  . 1 3  .09 . 1 5  1 1 . 8 1  1 1 .3 5  
(2.27) (2 .74) 
4. Knowledge .25 * *  .43 * * *  .64* * *  - .63 * * *  .09 -.06 .07 .06 .06 1 1 .52 1 1 .3 3  
(2.37) (2.87) 
5. Intervene .28* * * .55 * * * .7 1 * * * .72 * * * - .08 -.06 . 1 5  . 1 2  . 1 6* 1 6.53 1 5 . 3 7  
(2.9 1 )  (3 .63) 
6. Perceived .23 * *  . 1 6  .07 .00 .07 .54* * *  . 1 7* . 1 8 * . 1 4  4.39 3 .79 
Popularity (3 .29) (2.83)  
7. Social . 1 5  -.03 -.06 -. 1 8 *  -.0 1 .40* * * - .27* * *  .27 * * *  .24* * 33 . 1 8  28.86 
Anxiety ( 1 2 .25) ( 1 0.00) 
8 .  Total .04 . 1 9* .29* * * .3 1 * * * .3 1 * * * .00 - .01  .95 * * *  .92* * *  32.20 27.52 
Empathy (7.89) (8.34) 
9. Affective . 1 2  .27* * * .32* * * .26* * * .36* * * . l l  . 1 2  .92* * * - .76* * *  1 8 .56 1 5 .05 
Empathy (4.7 1 )  (5 .08) 
1 0. Cognitive - .08 .06 . 1 9* .29* * *  . 1 7* -. 1 5  -. 1 7* .87* * *  .60* * *  - 1 3 .5 8  1 2 .40 
Empathy (3 .69) ( 4. 1 6) 
Note. Correlations above diagonal are for girls and below diagonal are for boys; * p < .05, * *  p < .0 1 ,  * * *  p 
< .00 1 .  Means and standard deviations are for the uncentered variables. Possible range of scores 3 - 1 5  for 
Notice, Interpret, Accept, Knowledge, and Intervene; 0- 1 2  for popularity; 0-60 for social anxiety; 1 2-48 for 
total empathy; 7-28 for affective empathy; and 5-20 for cognitive empathy. 
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Psychometric Analyses 
In order to determine the psychometric properties of the measures that were used 
in this study, analyses were run using the data that were collected. The measures all 
showed adequate internal consistency based on data from this study. Internal consistency 
coefficients were as followed: Social Anxiety Scale for Children and Adolescents (.93), 
Piers-Harris 2 Popularity Scale (. 8 1 ), How I Feel In Different Situations Scale Affective 
(. 86) and Cognitive scale (. 85), Bystander Intervention in Bullying Notice (. 82), Interpret 
as Emergency (.75), Take Responsibility ( .73), Know What to Do (. 83), and Act ( .84) .  
Correlations were analyzed to determine the extent to which the Social Anxiety Scale for 
Children and Adolescents was measuring similar constructs as the Behavior and 
Emotional Screening System (BESS Student; Kamphaus & Reynolds, 2007) which 
measures global behavioral and emotional functioning. Because the psychometric 
properties of the BESS have ample research support, correlation to this measure would 
suggest the Social Anxiety Scale for Children and Adolescents had convergent validity. 
The correlation between the Social Anxiety Scale for Children and Adolescents and the 
BESS was .36, p < .00 1 .  
Regression Analyses 
In order to determine the extent to which personal characteristics predicted the 
five bystander behaviors, regression analyses were conducted with each personal 
characteristic (cognitive empathy, affective empathy, perceived popularity, and social 
anxiety) as predictors, and each step of the bystander intervention model as dependent 
variables (see Table 2) . After this, regression analyses were run to determine if gender 
served as a moderator for the significant relationships (see Table 3).  
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Table 2. Regression results for personal characteristic for five steps of bystander 
intervention in bullying. 
B SE p p p p 
Lower U1212er 
Notice Cognitive Empathy - .04 .06 - .05 .53 -. 1 5  .08 
Affective Empathy .06 .05 . 1 0  .22 - .03 . 1 5  
Perceived .27 .06 .27 < .00 1 . 1 4  .39 
Popularity** 
Social Anxiety .00 1 .02 . 0 1  .97 - .03 .03 
Interpret Cognitive Empathy -.05 .04 - .09 .23 -. 1 3  .03 
Affective Empathy* * . 1 3  .03 .33 < .00 1 .07 .20 
Perceived Popularity .06 .04 .08 .2 1 - .03 . 14 
Social Anxiety -.02 .0 1 - . 1 1  .08 - .04 .003 
Responsibility Cognitive Empathy .03 .05 .04 .6 1  -.07 . 1 2  
Affective Empathy* * . 1 3  .04 .26 .00 1  .05 .20 
Perceived Popularity . 1 0  .05 . 1 2  .07 - .0 1 .20 
Social Anxiety* - .04 .0 1 - . 1 9  < .0 1  -.07 -.0 1  
Know Cognitive Empathy .08 .05 . 1 2  . 14 - .03 . 1 8  
Affective Empathy .07 .04 . 14 .09 -.0 1 . 1 5  
Perceived Popularity .08 .06 .09 . 1 8  - .04 . 19 
Social Anxiety* - .04 .02 - . 19  < .0 1  -.07 - .0 1 
Act Cognitive Empathy .02 .07 - .02 . 80 -. 14  . 1 1  
Affective Empathy** .22 .05 .34 < .00 1 . 1 2  .32 
Perceived Popularity .07 .07 .06 .34 -.07 .2 1 
Social Anxiety -.03 .02 - . 1 0  . 1 2 -.07 .01  
Note. * p < .01 ,  * *  p < . 00 1 .  
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Table 3. Regression results for personal characteristics, gender, and gender 
interactions [!_Jr five step_s o[ bY._stander intervention in bullY._ing_. 
� � 
B SE � P.. Lower u��er 
Notice Cognitive Empathy .00 1 . 1 0  .00 1 1 .00 -. 19  . 1 9  
Affective Empathy . 0 1  .08 .02 . 89 -. 14  1 .6 
Perceived .35  .09 .36 <.00 1 . 1 9  .52 Popularity* * *  
Social Anxiety - .0 1 .02 - .04 .62 -.06 .03 
Gender .08 .36 . 0 1  . 83 - .64 .79 
Cognitive X Gender - .07 . 1 3  - .07 . 57  -.32 . 1 8  
Affective X Gender .09 . 1 0  . 1 1  .36 -. 1 1  .29 
Popularity X Gender -.20 . 1 3  -. 1 3  . 1 2  -.46 .06 
Anxiety X Gender .03 .04 .06 .47 -.04 . 1 0  
Interpret Cognitive Empathy .04 .07 .08 .54 -.09 . 1 7  
Affective Empathy .02 .05 .06 .66 -.08 . 1 3  
Perceived Popularity .02 .06 .02 . 79 -. 1 0  . 1 3  
Social Anxiety - .0 1 .02 -.06 .47 -.04 .02 
Gender - .35 .25 - .08 . 1 6 - .84 . 1 4  
Cognitive X Gender -. 1 3  .09 -. 1 7  . 14 - .30 .04 
Affective X . 1 6 .07 .28 .02 .03 .30 Gender* 
Popularity X Gender .09 .09 .09 .30 -.08 .27 
Anxiety X Gender -.03 .03 - .09 .28 -.08 .02 
Responsibility Cognitive Empathy . 1 0  .08 . 1 6  . 2 1  -.06 .26 
Affective Empathy . 0 1  .06 .0 1  .94 -. 12  . 1 3  
Perceived . 1 5  .07 . 1 8  .03 .01  .29 Popularity* 
Social Anxiety* *  - .05 .02 - .22 . 0 1  - .09 - .0 1 
Gender -
. 08 .30 - .02 . 80 -.66 .5 1 
Cognitive X Gender -. 1 0  . 1 0  -. 1 2  .32 -.3 1 . 1 0  
Affective X .21  .08 .29 . 0 1  .04 .37 Gender* 
Popularity X Gender -. 1 1  . 1 1  - .09 .30 -.32 . 1 0  
Anxiety X Gender .02 .03 .06 .49 -.04 .08 
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Table 3. Regression results for personal characteristics, gender, and gender 
interactions f!?r fjye steP._s o[_ by__stander intervention in bully__ing_. 
B SE � p � � Lower Upper 
Know Cognitive Empathy .00 .09 .00 .99 -. 1 7  . 1 7  
Affective Empathy .04 .07 .08 . 57  - . 1 0  . 1 7  
Perceived Popularity .09 .08 . 1 1  . 2 1  - .05 .24 
Social Anxiety -.03 .02 - . 1 3  . 1 6  - .07 . 0 1  
Gender .06 .32 .0 1  . 86 - .57 .69 
Cognitive X Gender . 1 2 . 1 1  . 1 3 .27 -. 1 0  .34 
Affective X Gender .08 .09 . 1 1  .35  - .09 .26 
Popularity X Gender - .04 . 1 2  -.03 .76 -.26 . 1 9  
Anxiety X Gender -.02 .03 -.06 .46 -.09 .04 
Act Cognitive Empathy . 1 2  . 1 1  . 14 .24 -.09 .33 
Affective Empathy .03 .08 .04 .75 - . 14  . 1 9  
Perceived Popularity . 1 0  .09 309 .27 - .08 .28 
Social Anxiety - .04 .03 -. 1 3  . 1 3 - .09 .0 1 
Gender -.44 .39 -.07 .27 - 1 .2 1  .34 
Cognitive X Gender -. 1 8  . 14 - . 1 5  . 1 9 -.45 .09 
Affective X .30 . 1 1 .32 . 0 1  .09 .52 Gender* * 
Popularity X Gender - .07 . 14 - .04 .63 - .35 .2 1 
Anxiety X Gender .02 .04 .03 .67 -.06 .09 
Note. * p < .05, ** p < .0 1 ,  * **  p < .00 1 .  
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The regression for Notice the Event was significant, F (4, 297) = 7. 19, p < .00 1 .  
Personal characteristics accounted for a significant amount of variance (Adjusted If = 
.08, p < .00 1 ) . Perceived popularity was significantly negatively related to Notice the 
Event (see Table 2). There were no significant gender interactions. 
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The regression for Interpret as Emergency was significant, F ( 4, 299) = 6.48, p < 
.00 1 .  A significant amount of variance was accounted for by personal characteristics 
(Adjusted If = .07, p < .00 1 ) .  Affective empathy was significantly positively related to 
Interpret as Emergency (see Table 2). There was a significant gender interaction for 
affective empathy, F (9, 299) = 3 .97, p < .00 1 ,  Adjusted If = .08 (see Table 3). For boys, 
higher affective empathy was related to a greater likelihood to interpret events as an 
emergency than boys with lower affective empathy. No significant trend was observed 
for girls. Refer to Figure 1 for a graphical representation of the interaction. 
The regression for Accept Responsibility was significant, F (4, 298) = 7 .89, p < 
.00 1 .  Personal characteristics accounted for a significant amount of variance (Adjusted 
If = .09, p < .00 1  ). Social anxiety was significantly negatively related to Accept 
Responsibility, and Affective Empathy was significantly positively related to Accept 
Responsibility (see Table 2). A significant gender interaction was found for affective 
empathy, F (9, 298) = 4.52, p < .00 1 ,  Adjusted k = . 1 0  (see Table 3).  For boys, higher 
affective empathy was related to a greater likelihood to accept responsibility as compared 
to boys with lower affective empathy. No significant trend was observed for girls .  Refer 
to Figure 2 for the graphical representation of the interaction. 
The regression for Know What to Do was significant, F (4, 294) = 5 .36, p < .00 1 .  
Personal characteristics accounted for a significant amount of variance (Adjusted If = 
CHARACTERISTICS PREDICTING BYSTANDER INTERVENTION 48 
.06, p < .00 1 ) .  Social Anxiety was significantly negatively related to Know What to Do 
(see Table 2). No significant gender interactions were found. 
The regression for Act was significant, F ( 4, 298) = 8 . 80, p < .00 1 .  Personal 
characteristics accounted for a significant amount of variance (Adjusted If = . 1 0, p < 
.00 1 ) .  Affective Empathy was significantly positively related to Act (see Table 2). There 
was a significant gender interaction for affective empathy, F (9, 298) = 5 . 1 3 , p < .00 1 ,  
Adjusted If = . 1 1  (see Table 3).  For boys, higher affective empathy was related to a 
greater likelihood to act or intervene in an emergency than boys with lower affective 
empathy. No significant trend was observed for girls. See Figure 3 for a graphical 
representation of the interaction. 
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Figure 1. Graph of the gender interaction for affective empathy and interpreting the 
event as an emergency. 
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Figure 2. Graph of the gender interaction for affective empathy and accepting 
responsibility. 
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50 
CHARACTERISTICS PREDICTING BYSTANDER INTERVENTION 5 1  
Discussion 
The current study provided support for personal characteristics, including gender, 
having an impact on adolescent' s engagement in the five bystander behaviors. Personal 
characteristics (perceived popularity, social anxiety, cognitive empathy, and affective 
empathy) accounted for a significant amount of variance overall for each of the five 
bystander behaviors (notice, interpret as an emergency, accept responsibility, know what 
to do, and act) . 
The research questions that were posed for this study were: do certain 
characteristics predict an individual' s  use of the five bystander behaviors in the bystander 
intervention model in bullying, and does gender moderate the association between 
empathy and engagement in each step of the bystander intervention model in bullying? 
Perceived popularity had a significant negative relationship with noticing the 
event. This means that individuals with lower perceived popularity, were more likely to 
notice bullying events, while individuals scoring higher in perceived popularity were less 
likely to notice bullying events. There were no significant gender interactions; indicating 
this pattern was true for boys and girls in the current study. In past research, perceived 
popularity has been linked to a defending role (Polyhonen et al. ,  20 1 O; Salmivalli et al. ,  
1 996), but the current study suggests that individuals with high perceived popularity are 
less likely to notice a bullying event, which is the first step in a series that leads to 
intervention. This negative relationship might be explained by the friendships students 
have. Students who are perceived as popular are likely friends with other popular peers, 
rather than those perceived as less popular. Less popular students are bullied more often, 
so adolescents with higher perceived popularity probably do not see or experience 
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bullying situations as often as students who are less popular (PolyhOnen et al. , 20 1 0; 
Salmivalli et al . ,  1 996). Further, because these students are bullied less often, they might 
be less on to look out for bullying because it is not something they experience often, if at 
all. Bullying prevention and intervention programs should take this into account when 
choosing which students to target; students who are less popular seem to be the ones 
noticing these events more often, and therefore should be targeted to teach intervention 
strategies to. Beyond this, training more popular students to be aware of students outside 
of their typical circle of friends and helping them to become more aware of the signs of 
social emergencies might lead them to notice these events more often, and their prestige 
could help them to feel more comfortable intervening. 
Consistent with the current study' s  hypothesis, social anxiety was negatively 
related to accepting responsibility. Having high social anxiety, as measured by the Social 
Anxiety Scale for Children and Adolescents, meant that those adolescents were less 
likely to accept responsibility for intervention. Social anxiety is characterized by fear and 
avoidance of social situations (Greco & Morris, 2005), and therefore it would be intuitive 
that an individual with higher social anxiety would be less likely to take person 
responsibility to intervene. Further, there is an association between social anxiety and 
both social withdrawal and behavioral inhibition (Siegel et al. , 2009), which might help 
to explain why these individuals are less likely to take responsibility for intervention. 
Rather than accepting responsibility, individuals with high social anxiety might walk 
away because they are afraid or want to avoid the situation. Social anxiety was also 
negatively related to knowing what to do, suggesting that students with higher anxiety 
have less knowledge about how they can help in bullying situations. This could be due a 
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general deficit in social knowledge and peer interactions (Gazelle & Druhen, 2009; 
Siegel et al., 2009; Voncken et al. , 2008), which could include knowledge regarding 
defending or intervening when peers are bullied. If individuals have an insufficient 
understanding of social interactions at large, it would make sense that the individual 
would not have a deep understanding of how to help if a peer is bullied. It might also be 
important to directly teach students with higher social anxiety what to do and strategies to 
use when they witness a bullying situation, as there was a negative relationship between 
social anxiety and knowing what to do. 
Cognitive empathy was not significantly related to any of the bystander behaviors, 
suggesting that a cognitive understanding of a situation or feelings, by itself, is not 
enough. This is similar to prior research regarding cognitive and affective empathy (Gini 
et al., 2007; PolyhOnen et al., 20 1 0) .  Polyhonen and colleagues studied cognitive and 
affective empathy separately in their relationship with defending. Affective empathy was 
related to defending behavior, however, cognitive empathy had no correlation with 
defending. This is consistent with the current study' s  findings. Gini and colleagues 
(2007) found similar results in that cognitive empathy alone was not related to defending 
behaviors, and that bullies have high cognitive empathy oftentimes. This means that not 
only do defenders or active bystanders have high cognitive and affective empathy, but 
bullies have high cognitive empathy and low affective empathy. In both studies, as well 
as the current study, it seems that affective empathy is the important part to predicting 
bystander behaviors, not cognitive empathy. 
Affective empathy, however, had multiple significant relationships. First, 
affective empathy was positively related to interpreting an event as an emergency. 
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Individuals with higher affective empathy were more likely to see a bullying event as an 
emergency than those individuals who had lower affective empathy. Further 
investigation uncovered a significant gender interaction; for boys, higher affective 
empathy was related to greater interpretation as an emergency, while for girls no trend 
was observed. Affective empathy involves sharing another individual' s  feelings and 
experiencing their emotions vicariously (Caravita et al., 2009; Nickerson et al . , 2008). 
An individual with high affective empathy likely witnesses a bullying event and shares 
the feeling of fear and sadness that the victim endures. Therefore, these individuals with 
high affective empathy might be more likely to interpret the event as an emergency 
because they are taking the victim's  perspective. The gender interaction indicated that 
for girls their tendency to interpret bullying as an emergency did not fluctuate depending 
on their level of affective empathy. In other words, girls with low levels of affective 
empathy interpreted bullying as an emergency as often as girls with high affective 
empathy. For boys, however, their interpretation of bullying as an emergency was 
dependent on their level of affective empathy. That is, boys with higher affective 
empathy were more likely to interpret bullying as an emergency than boys with lower 
affective empathy. Affective empathy involves sharing another individual' s feelings and 
experiencing their emotions vicariously (Caravita et al., 2009; Nickerson et al . , 2008), so 
the ability to experience another person' s  distress might be a prerequisite skill for boys to 
interpret bullying as an emergency. For girls, varying levels of affective empathy did not 
change their likelihood of interpreting bullying as an emergency. Research has 
demonstrated that girls tend to have a greater ability to sense emotional states (Caravita et 
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al. ,  2009); therefore, many girls naturally perceive distress, so  there is not a relationship 
between affective empathy and interpretation of social events as emergencies. (Figure 1 ) . 
Consistent with the current study's  hypothesis, affective empathy was also 
positively related to accepting personal responsibility for helping in a bullying event. 
Similar to interpreting as an emergency, there was a significant gender interaction for 
accepting responsibility. For boys, higher affective empathy was related to accepting 
responsibility, while for girls their level of responsibility for intervening was stable 
regardless of their level of affective empathy (Figure 2). Girls with lower levels of 
affective empathy reported similar feelings of responsibility for intervening in bullying as 
girls with higher levels of affective empathy. This was not the case for boys, though. 
Boys' level of responsibility was dependent upon their reports of affective empathy. 
Greater affective empathy was related to higher reports of responsibility for intervening 
in bullying. Since affective empathy is related to the ability to perceive other' s  emotions 
and distress, it seems logical that greater perception of distress would lead to the feeling 
that one should do something to relieve distress, but that was only true for boys (i.e., 
higher affective empathy is related to higher responsibility to intervene) . Girls reported 
similar levels of responsibility regardless of their affective empathy. Other research has 
found that girls often engage in prosocial defending behavior more frequently than boys 
(Pozzoli & Gini, 20 12), so girls may be more in tune with social situations and feel 
greater responsibility to address social problems. 
Lastly, as predicted, affective empathy was positively related to acting or 
intervening. Individuals with higher affective empathy were more likely to intervene in 
bullying situations. Empathy guides defending or intervening behaviors (Gini et al., 
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2007), however, the ability to understand another individual' s  feelings is not enough to 
make someone intervene. Instead, affective empathy, or sharing the individual' s  feelings 
is what is related to intervention (PolyhOnen 
et al., 2007). There was a significant gender interaction (Figure 3). Similar to 
interpreting bullying as an emergency and feeling responsible for intervention, affective 
empathy did not interact with actual levels of intervention for girls. Girls with lower, 
medium, and higher levels of affective empathy all reported similar levels of intervention. 
For boys, however, their level of intervention was related to their affective empathy, with 
lower affective empathy predicting lower intervention and higher affective empathy 
predicting greater intervention. 
Overall, affective empathy seems to be a key individual characteristic when 
predicting bystander intervention, particularly for boys. Girls' reports of varying levels 
of affective empathy were not related to their bystander intervention. However, for boys, 
affective empathy may be a prerequisite skill for bystander intervention. Boys that lack 
affective empathy, or the ability to feel the emotions that others are feeling, were less 
likely to interpret bullying as an emergency, feel responsibility for intervening, and 
intervene. Therefore, bystander training may need to explicitly instruct boys, particularly 
those with low affective empathy, in how to recognize signs of distress in others. By 
increasing boys' recognizing of distress in others (i.e., affective empathy) there should be 
an increase in their bystander behaviors, including recognizing bullying as an emergency 
and ultimately intervening. It is interesting to note, however, that as a society we expect 
boys to step up and defend those who are more vulnerable than they are, and 
simultaneously shape them to be less expressive than girls and hide their emotions. 
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Taking into account our societal culture, it i s  likely difficult to teach affective empathy in 
a controlled setting, when there is a bigger culture working against those ideals. 
Limitations 
There are limitations of the current study that should be noted and addressed in 
future research. Although participants were from diverse socioeconomic backgrounds, 
almost all of the participants were Caucasian, which limits generalizability of these 
results to diverse samples. Therefore, including ethnic and racial diversity in future 
research samples is important. Further, all data were collected through self-report, which 
relies on individual' s  perceptions and is subject to social desirability. All data were 
collected in a cross-sectional design, and therefore longitudinal relationships could be 
explored. Further, while the characteristics in the current study accounted for a 
significant amount of variance, there was variance unaccounted for. That means other 
variables, such as self-efficacy and morality, are contributing to the variance as well 
(Nickerson et al., 20 14) .  Finally, the measure used to measure social anxiety did not have 
pre-established research available regarding psychometric properties. The current study 
found that it had adequate technical properties, however, further examination of the 
psychometric properties would have been beneficial. 
Future Directions 
As previously stated, it is important that future research include a more ethnically 
and racially diverse sample. Further, it is important to answer questions regarding the 
longitudinal aspect of characteristics '  relationship with bystander behaviors . For 
example, do these characteristics have the same relationship as students mature and age? 
For example, one study found that younger individuals tend to defend more often (Suchy 
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e t  al., 20 1 4) .  Leaming more about this longitudinal relationship could help to inform 
bullying prevention and intervention programs, and which students they target. 
Exploring other characteristics might be advantageous, such as looking into self-efficacy 
and morality in relation to bystander behaviors . Finally, trying to use more objective 
measures, such as video recording of the school for bullying events, or observations in 
future research could be valuable. 
Conclusions and Implications 
Overall, personal characteristics (perceived popularity, social anxiety, cognitive 
empathy, and affective empathy) accounted for significant variance for each of the five 
bystander behaviors (notice, interpret as emergency, take responsibility, know what to do, 
act) . Perceived popularity was negatively related to noticing the event, suggesting that 
teaching popular students how to be aware of bullying situation could be beneficial, as 
well as targeting less popular students for bullying intervention. Social anxiety was 
negatively related to taking responsibility and knowing what to do, indicating that 
directly teaching students with high social anxiety what to do when witnessing a bullying 
event may help to increase their knowledge. While cognitive empathy was not 
significantly related to any of the bystander behaviors, affective empathy was positively 
related to interpreting the event as an emergency, taking responsibility, and ultimately 
intervening. Specifically, for boys, affective empathy seemed to be key to predicting 
bystander behaviors. However, girls engaged in bystander behaviors at the same rate, 
regardless of their level of affective empathy. Based on these data, it would make sense 
to directly teach aspects of affective empathy to boys, such as training these students to 
recognize signs of distress in others, and what to do in the situation. 
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While this information contributes to our understanding of bystander intervention 
in bullying situations, there were notable limitations to the current study. Future research 
should include a more diverse sample, as well as exploring more longitudinal aspects of 
this topic. 
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Appendix A 
Bystander Intervention Model in Bul ly ing (Jenkins & Nickerson, in press) 
(Notice event, Interpret event as emergency, Accept responsibil ity, Knowledge of h ow to help) 
Ind icate how much you agree or Stron gly Disagree Neutral Agree Stron gly 
d isagree with each statement below by Disagree Agree 
circling one response fo r  each item. 
1 .  Bully ing is a problem at  this  school .  A B c D E 
2. I am aware that students at my school 
are bull ied. A B c D E 
3 .  I have seen other students being bullied 
at my school this year. A B c D E 
4. It is evident to me that someone who is  
being bullied needs help. A B c D E 
5 .  Inappropriate comments can hurt 
someone ' s  feel ings, even if the person A B c D E 
making the comments says they are 
joking. 
6.  I think bully ing is hurtful and damaging A B c D E 
to others. 
7 .  I feel personal ly responsible to 
intervene and assist in  resolving bullying A B c D E 
incidents. 
8.  lf l am not the one bullying others, it is 
stil l  my responsibil ity to try to stop it. A B c D E 
9. I believe that my actions can help to 
reduce bullying A B c D E 
1 0. I have the ski l ls  to support a student 
who is being treated disrespectfully.  A B c D E 
1 1 . I know what to say to get someone to 
stop bullying someone else. A B c D E 
1 2 . I can help get someone out of a 
situation where he or she is being bull ied. A B c D E 
1 3 .  I would tell a group of my friends to 
stop using inappropri ate language or A B c D E 
behaviors if I see or hear them . 
1 4. I would say something to a student 
who i s  acting mean or disrespectful to a A B c D E 
more vulnerable student. 
1 5 . I would tell my friend to stop using 
put-downs when talking about someone A B c D E 
else . .  
1 6. If  I saw a student I d i d  not know very 
well  being bull ied at school,  I would help A B c D E 
get him or her out of the situation. 
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Appendix B 
How I Feel in Different S ituations Scale (Bon ino, Lo Coco, & Tani,  1 998) 
Decide how true each statement is to you. Never Som etim es Often Always 
True True True True 
I .  When somebody te l ls  me a nice  story, I feel  as  1 2 3 4 
if the story is happening to me 
2 .  Seeing a friend crying makes me feel as if I 1 2 3 4 
am crying too 
3 .  When somebody I care about is sad, I feel sad I 2 3 4 
too 
4 .  Seeing a chi ld being spanked upsets me 1 2 ,., 4 ;) 
5 .  I fee l  sad when something bad happens to a 1 2 3 4 
character in a story 
6. When my friend is disappointed, I feel 1 2 3 4 
disappointed too 
7. I can imagine how my parents fee l ,  even if I 2 3 4 
they don ' t  show it  
8 .  I am able to recognize, before m any other 1 2 3 4 
children, that other people ' s  feelings have 
changed 
9. I can tell when my parents are worried about I 2 3 4 
m e  even if they don ' t  say so 
1 0 .  I am able to understand how other people I 2 3 4 
react to things that I do 
1 1 . I can sense when somebody I am w ith i s  I 2 3 4 
getting irritated, even i f  he/she doesn ' t  say so 
1 2 .  I can sense how my friends feel from the way 1 2 3 4 
they behave 
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Appendix C 
The Piers-Harris Children' s  Self-Concept Scale, Second Edition 
Popularity Subscale (Piers & Herzberg, 2002) 
Here a re some sentences that tell how some people feel  
about them selves. Read each sentence a n d  decide w h ether it 
tells the way you feel about you rself. If it is true o r  m ostly 
true fo r  you, click the word yes n ext to the statem e n t. If  it is 
fa lse o r  m ostly false fo r  you,  click the word no.  A nswer 
every q u estion,  even if som e a re h a rd to decide. 
Rem em ber that there a re n o  right or wrong answers. O n ly 
you can tell us how you feel  about you rself, so we hope you Yes 
will m ark each sentence the way you really feel inside. 
I .  My classmates m ake fun of me. l 
2 .  It is hard for me to m ake friends. l 
3 .  I am shy. 1 
4. I am unpopular. l 
5 .  I feel left out of things.  I 
6. I am among the last to be chosen for games and sports . 1 
7. My classmates in school think I have good ideas . 1 
8. I have many friends .  1 
9. Peop le p ick on me.  1 
1 0 . In games and sports, I watch instead of p lay 1 
1 1 . I am popular w ith girls .  1 
1 2 .  I am different from other people/ 1 
7 1  
No 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
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Appendix D 
Social Anxiety Scale for Children and Adolescents (NC Neuropsychiatry) 
Pick out the one answer that best describes the way you Not a Mild Moderate Severe 
h ave been feeling d u ring the past week, including today. Problem 
Respond to each situation as best you can: if it' s not a 
p roblem at al l ;  if it's a mild problem, that is 
bothersom e  but does n ' t  interfere with d a ily activities; 
o r  a moderate problem, that does interfere with daily 
activities; o r  a severe problem, that makes it very h a rd 
to have a n o rm a l  day at all.  
l .  Talking to classmates or other people on the 0 1 2 3 
telephone 
2.  Participating in work groups i n  the classroom 0 1 2 3 
3 .  Eating in front of other people 0 1 2 ,, .) 
4. Asking a grownup, or somebody I do not know very 0 1 2 3 
well,  for 
help 
5.  B eing called on to answer, or to present i n  class 0 1 2 3 
6. Going to parties or dances or other school activities 0 1 2 3 
7. Writing on the blackboard in front of other kids 0 1 2 ,, .) 
8. Talking with other kids I don't know very well  0 1 2 3 
9. Starting a conversation with peopl e  I don ' t  know well  0 l 2 3 
1 0 . Using a public bathroom 0 1 2 3 
1 1 . Going i nto a class or another room when other 0 1 2 3 
people are 
already seated 
1 2 .  Having people pay close attention to me, or being 0 1 2 3 
the center 
of attention 
1 3 .  Asking questions in c lass 0 I 2 3 
1 4 .  Answering questions in class 0 I 2 3 
1 5 .  Reading out loud in class 0 1 2 3 
1 6. Saying "no" to other people when they ask me to do 0 1 2 3 
someth ing 
1 7 . Te l l i ng other people that I disagree with them, or 0 I 2 ,, .) 
that I am 
angry with them 
1 8 . Looking at people in the eyes 0 1 2 3 
1 9 . Joining a new club or organization 0 1 2 3 
20.  Meeting new people or strangers 0 1 2 3 
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Appendix E 
Behavior and Emotional Screening System (Kamphaus & Reynolds, 2007) 
Listed below a re senten ces that you n g  people Never Sometimes Often Alm ost 
may use to describe how they thi n k  o r  feel  or act. Always 
Read each sentence carefu lly. Mark N if the 
sentence n ever describes you or how you feel, S if 
the sentence som etim es describes you o r  how you 
feel, 0 if  the sentence often describes you or how 
you feel, A if  the sentence aim ost always 
describes you or how you feel. G ive the best 
answer fo r  each sentence, even if it is h a rd to 
m a k e  u p  you r  m in d .  T here a re no right or wrong 
answers. Please do you r  best, tell the truth, and 
respond to every sentence. 
l .  I am good at m aking decisions l 2 3 4 
2 .  I talk while other people are talkin.g l 2 .., j 4 
3 .  I wony but I don ' t  know why L 2 3 4 
4. I like the way I look l 2 3 4 
5 .  I feel out of place around people l 2 3 4 
6. I feel l ike I want to quit school I 2 .., j 4 
7 .  People get mad at me, even when I don ' t  do 1 2 3 4 
anything wrong 
8. I have trouble pavin.g attention to the teacher l 2 .., j 4 
9. I am l iked by others 1 2 3 4 
J O . I feel l ike my l ife is  getting worse and worse l 2 3 4 
1 1 . I have trouble s itting still  l 2 3 4 
1 2 .  School is boring l 2 3 4 
1 3 .  I feel l ike people are out to get me 1 2 3 4 
1 4 .  I worry about what is going to happen I 2 3 4 
1 5 .  My parents trust me l 2 3 4 
1 6 . I am left out of things 1 2 3 4 
1 7. I h ate school 1 2 3 4 
1 8 . My parents l isten to what I say I 2 .., j 4 
1 9 . Teachers are unfair 1 2 3 4 
20.  I want to do better, but I can ' t  I 2 3 4 
2 1 .  People think I am fun to be w ith 1 2 3 4 
22.  Teachers make me feel stupid I 2 3 4 
23 . I get blamed for things I can ' t  help I 2 3 4 
24 . People tell  me that I am too noisy I 2 3 4 
2 5 .  I get into trouble for not paying attention I 2 3 4 
26.  My parents are proud of m e  l 2 3 4 
2 7 .  Even when I try hard, I fail  I 2 3 4 
2 8 .  I have trouble standing still  in l ines I 2 3 4 
29.  My school feels good to m e  l 2 3 4 
3 0 .  Others have respect for m e  l 2 .., j 4 
